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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 19, 20, 24, 26, 27, 29, 32, and 34-36 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

2. In claims 19, 24, 27, and 32, each instance of "unit for" should be "means for". Claims 
19, 24, 27, and 32 have been amended to change all instances of "means for [performing a 
function]" to "unit for [performing a function]". According to MPEP § 21 14, "claims directed to 
an apparatus must be distinguished from the prior art in terms of structure rather than function." 
(citing to In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477-78, 44 USPQ2d 1429, 1431-32 (Fed. Cir. 1997)). 
The term "unit" fails to specifically define any structure, such that any distinguishing 
characteristic of the "unit" limitation comes from the function the unit performs. Thus, claims 
containing only "unit" limitations fail to provide structure that can be used to compare the claims 
to the prior art. Under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, sixth paragraph. Applicant is permitted to claim a 
structure based on its function; however, to do so, Applicant must use the phrase "means for". 
MPEP § 2181(1). As such, by changing the phrase "unit for" to "means for", the claims will set 
forth a particular structure that can be used to compare the claims to the prior art. 

3. Claims 27 and 29 are objected to because of the following informalities: in claim 27, 
lines 4-6, "the second circuits converts a second STM signal in SDH, and the second circuits 
converts a second STM signal in SDH into second packets" should be "the second circuits 
convert a second STM signal in SDH into second packets" and in the last line of claim 27, "data 
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link process" should be "data link layer process" (as is recited in claims 24 and 32). Appropriate 
correction is required. 

4. Claims 32 and 34 are objected to because of the following informalities: in claim 32, line 
15, "fist SDH" should be "first SDH" and, in claim 32, line 25, "process; and." should be 
"process.". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 19, 20, 24, 26, 27, 29, 32, and 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Donovan et al. (USPN 6,122,281) in view of Romeijn (USPN 5,457,691), of 
record. 

7. Regarding claims 19, 24, 27, 32, 35, and 36, Donovan discloses a transmission system 
comprising a plurality of transmission devices (Fig. 7 and col. 5, lines 46-60, where the 
transmission system comprises a plurality of SONET/LAN interfaces, i.e. devices) each of which 
comprises: a first circuit and a second circuit and a unit for establishing a connection to another 
transmission device, wherein the first circuit converts first packets arriving at irregular intervals 
into a first SPE signal in SONET (col. 6, lines 46-51), and the second circuits converts a second 
SPE signal in SONET into second packets to be sent at irregular intervals (col. 6, lines 58-67), 
the first circuit including: a unit configured to perform a first buffering process for the first 
packets to convert the first packets into a first data stream (col. 4, lines 9-17); a unit configured 
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to map the first data stream into a SPE (col. 6, lines 47-5 1, where the packets are packed directly 
into a SPE), a unit configured to generate the first SONET signal by adding at least one overhead 
to data of the first SPE (col. 6, lines 50-51, where SONET transport overhead is appended to the 
SPE to create a synchronous transport frame); and a unit configured to send the first STM signal 
(col. 6, lines 58-59); the second circuit including: a unit configured to separate at least one 
overhead from data of a second SPE in the second SONET (col. 6, lines 59-62, where the 
SONET overhead is removed to yield the SPE); a unit configured to perform a second buffering 
process of the data of the second SDH section payload to generate a second data stream (col. 10, 
lines 39-45, where "receive FIFO" is a buffer, sec also col. 12, lines 48-56); and a unit 
configured to extract the second packets from the second data streams by using at least one data 
link layer process (col. 12, lines 52-56, where a "MAC" is part of the data link layer). 

Donovan does not expressly disclose that the packets are converted to/from STM signals 
in SDH. Rather Donovan discloses that the packets are converted to/from SONET signals (Fig. 
7 and col. 5, lines 46-60, where the transmission system comprises a plurality of SONET/LAN 
interfaces, i.e. devices). However, Donovan further discloses that SONET is only one example 
of a WAN protocol (col. 5, lines 53-60, where Donovan states "[i]n this example" the WAN is 
SONET and that "[s]uitable LAN/WAN interfaces 76, 77 are known in the art"). Donovan also 
discloses SDH "defines a subset of SONET transmission rates" (col. 2, lines 20-32). Romeijn, 
which is analogous prior art, teaches that SDH is an international standard (col. 1, lines 9-31). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to replace the SONET protocol for the WAN of Donovan with the well-known 
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protocol of SDH, as taught in Romeijn, since one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
able to carry out such a substitution, and the results were reasonably predictable. 

Donovan does not expressly disclose converting the packets to/from a plurality of data 
streams. Rather, Donovan only expressly discusses converting packets to a single data stream 
(col. 7, line 58-col. 8, line 14). However, Donovan also discloses that the various devices 
communicate with multiple LANs (Fig. 7 and col. 5, line 51-col. 6, line 5). Donovan also 
discloses that each LAN transmits a relatively small amount of information with fill patterns 
being used to fill out the SONET stream (col. 1, lines 30-34, where LANs transmit a small 
amount of data, and col. 7, lines 16-21, where fill patterns are used). Romeijn, which is 
analogous prior art, teaches that signals are independently switched/cross-connected during 
transmission (col. 1, line 60-col. 2, line 5, see also col. 3, lines 25-35). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have the system of 
Donovan buffer the packets to form a plurality of streams, with each stream corresponding to a 
different LAN, and then pack each stream into a different container or STM signal, as taught by 
Romeijn, to allow the different containers or STM signals to be switched/cross-connected to the 
appropriate LAN during transmission. 

Donovan does not expressly disclose mapping the first data stream into a first SDH 
section payload without adding any overhead for upper layer transmission. Rather, Donovan 
discloses that path overhead is included in the transmission (col. 6, lines 14-18). Romeijn teaches, 
in an STM system, eliminating the VC-4 container overhead (col. 2, lines 55-65) to save time and 
circuitry that otherwise would be required to build a proper STM-1 frame including VC-4 (col. 3, 
lines 2-5). Romeijn further discloses multiplexing at the VC-12 level (col. 4, lines 4-7); however, 
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Romeijn recognizes that this results in nine unused columns after multiplexing (col. 4, lines 9-12). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to eliminate the VC-4 path overhead, as taught in Romeijn, in the system of Donovan, 
to save time and circuitry. In addition, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to eliminate the VC-12 overhead and to multiplex the raw data 
level to thereby effectively utilize all bandwidth available in an STM frame. 

8. Regarding claims 20, 26, 29, and 34, Donovan in view of Romeijn does not expressly 
disclose that the packets are IP packets which are used for realizing a communication by the 
Internet Protocol. However, Donovan in view of Romeijn docs disclose that the LAN packet 
may be any protocol (col. 6, lines 46-47). Examiner takes official notice that IP is a well-known 
IP protocol. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use IP as the LAN protocol because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been able to carry out such a substitution and the results were reasonably predictable. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL J. RYMAN whose telephone number is (571)272-3152. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:00am-4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynn Feild can be reached on (571)272-2092. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Daniel J. Ryman 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 26 16 

/Daniel J. Ryman/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2616 
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